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Abstract
This article synthesizes the conclusions of the empirical studies in this special issue and outlines
key questions in future research. The research reported in this volume has identified several
fundamental issues in pronunciation-focused task design that are discussed in detail and on which
suggestions for further research are outlined. One crucial issue is how attention to pronunciation
resulting in language-related episodes effectively leads to robust gains in accuracy. Another
important aspect discussed is the need to adapt task design features to the phonological domain
under focus and how to incorporate systematic patterns of first language interference into the task
structure. Finally, we propose that future research in task-based pronunciation teaching and second
language phonetics and phonology should systematically examine learner factors known to affect
task performance and task features established in the research domains of lexical and grammatical
development.

INTRODUCTION: PRONUNCIATION AND ATTENTION TO PHONETIC FORM

Recent surveys and studies about second and/or foreign language (L2) pronunciation
instruction have evidenced teachers’ difficulties in implementing pedagogical tools to
make pronunciation instruction effective and in deciding what aspect of pronunciation
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(e.g., accuracy in segmental production, suprasegmentals, overall intelligibility) should
be the focus of instruction (Baker, 2014; Darcy, Ewert, & Lidster, 2012; Derwing &
Foote, 2011; Foote, Holtby, & Derwing, 2011; Henderson et al., 2012). L2 speech is
usually accented, reflecting systematic phonological differences with respect to the
speech of native speakers, mostly due to first language (L1) influence on the L2 (Derwing
& Munro, 2009; Munro, 1998). Although the presence of an accent in learners’ L2
speech is perceived by listeners as being partly related to other dimensions of nonnative
speech, such as comprehensibility, intelligibility, and fluency (Derwing &Munro, 2013),
the mechanisms underlying interlearner differences in the productive dimensions of L2
speech, such as fluency and accentedness, are essentially different. With respect to
fluency, L2 speech production differs from L1 speech production mainly due to learners’
limited range of lexical and grammatical knowledge, which results in general lack of
automaticity (i.e., inefficient, effortful grammatical, lexical and phonological encoding)
in the formulation and articulation of the intendedmessage (de Bot, 1992; Kormos, 2006;
Segalowitz, 2010), leading to slower, often dysfluent, speech production. Although
speaking fluency is partly due to individual speaking styles (de Jong, Groenhout,
Schoonen, & Hulstijn, 2015), speaking in the L2 is generally slower and more effortful
than speaking in the L1 (Derwing, Munro, Thompson, & Rossiter, 2009). Regarding
accentedness, L1 speech is nativelike, that is, produced with the segmental and
suprasegmental properties characteristic of other speakers of the same language variety.
At the segmental articulatory level this involves producing vowels and consonants
accurately in terms of their place and manner of articulation and their voicing and
durational characteristics. This requires making use of automatized articulatory gestures
in the production of segmental sequences and their timing across various speaking styles
(Browman & Goldstein, 1992). At the suprasegmental level, L1 speech denotes correct
lexical stress placement and accurate use of linguistic rhythm and intonation patterns.
However, in L2 speech, some or all segmental and suprasegmental dimensions of speech
production deviate consistently, to varying extents and in noticeable ways from L1
speech. For example, L2 articulatory targets may not be executed completely, accurately
or fast enough to produce L2 sounds in a nativelike manner, or lexical stress may be
misplaced due to transfer of L1 stress assignment rules, all of which would lead to
accented L2 speech. Given the different nature of the mechanisms underlying L2 speech
production in terms of its general temporal features (e.g., speech rate, pause frequency
and duration, articulation rate) and its phonetic-articulatory implementation, we do not
include L2 speaking fluency as part of L2 pronunciation skills. By L2 pronunciation we
refer to L2 learners’ production of speech in the L2, especially to learners’ degree of
targetlike accuracy in the realization of L2 sounds (vowels and consonants) and sound
sequences (phonotactics), in the placement of lexical stress, and in the use of linguistic
rhythm and intonation patterns. The main goal of L2 pronunciation instruction, and of the
task-based pronunciation teaching (TBPT) approaches illustrated by the empirical
studies in this special issue, is not to completely eradicate L1 accents from L2 speech, but
to develop learners’ L2 pronunciation skills improving pronunciation accuracy to
achieve higher levels of comprehensibility, which may in addition be accompanied by
substantial accent reduction (Derwing & Munro, 2015; Levis, 2005; Saito, 2011).
Achieving high levels of intelligibility is an important aspect of daily life, as we
increasingly often need to use voice recognition technology to operate a variety of
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devices that fail to work properly with speech that is too deviant from the speech in the
databases such systems are trained on (Benzeghiba et al., 2007).

Several researchers have stressed the importance of integrating pronunciation
instruction into language teaching curricula at all levels of competence and in every
lesson (Burgess & Spencer, 2000; Darcy et al., 2012; Sicola & Darcy, 2015; Zielinski
& Yates, 2014). Additionally, recent reviews of pronunciation studies have shown that
pronunciation instruction is effective for learners of different proficiency levels and L2
experience (Lee, Jang, & Plonsky, 2015; Saito, 2012; Thomson & Derwing, 2015),
supporting the view that the inability of L2 speakers to modify their pronunciation after
years of speaking the L2 is more a myth than an unquestionable truth (Derwing &
Munro, 2014). This view is also supported by evidence from lab-based phonetic
research demonstrating learners’ gains in L2 speech perception and production after
training on high variability phonetic input (e.g., Cebrian & Carlet, 2014; Iverson,
Pinet, & Evans, 2012; Lively, Logan, & Pisoni, 1993; Thomson, 2012). In instructed
SLA, empirical evidence suggests that the development of L2 pronunciation is driven
primarily by an instructional focus on phonetic form, such as providing corrective
feedback in the form of mispronunciation recasts (Saito, 2015). For example, the
benefits of focusing on phonetic form have been reported by studies providing learners
with explicit instruction (e.g., Derwing, Munro, & Wiebe, 1998; Gordon, Darcy, &
Ewert, 2013; Kissling, 2013; Saito, 2013) as well as by studies providing a com-
municative focus on phonetic form without explicit instruction (e.g., Park, 2000; Saito,
2015). These studies show that if there is focus on phonetic form there are benefits for
L2 pronunciation, suggesting that integrating attention to phonetic form into task-
based language teaching (TBLT) may be an efficient way of promoting the devel-
opment of L2 pronunciation.

Attention to phonetic form and L2 pronunciation development in the context of TBLT
can be achieved through the same general form-focused instructional techniques (e.g.,
providing negative feedback) and task features and task manipulations (e.g., in repetition
or complexity) that have proved effective in the development of grammar and lexis
(Baralt, Gilabert, & Robinson, 2014; Lyster, Saito, & Sato, 2013; McDonough &
Mackey, 2006). However, beyond the previously mentioned techniques used to
explicitly focus on pronunciation, TBLT advocates for a more natural approach where
focus on form (FonF) is not artificially imposed but rather driven by the context the task
is placed in. Tasks are defined as real-world communicative activities “to which learners
will put the L2 beyond the classroom—the things they will do in and through the L2”
(Long, 2016). In this regard, tasks are incorporated into the syllabus and designed
according to students’ communicative needs, rather than designed based on a vocabulary
or grammar topic. These needs, in turn, might be fulfilled by focusing on lexis, grammar,
or pronunciation in the pretask (Skehan, 1998a, 1998b) and the task cycle (Willis, 1996)
or in all phases (Ellis, 2003). Research has shown the potential of task-based syllabus
design based on meaningful tasks for enhancing learners’ attention to form through
context (e.g., Baralt et al., 2014). In addition, the integration of specific target pro-
nunciation forms and phonological dimensions into the design and structure of tasks
needs to consider the specific role that input, noticing, attention, and awareness have
been shown to have in L2 speech learning.
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INPUT, NOTICING, ATTENTION, AND AWARENESS IN L2 SPEECH LEARNING

Flege’s (1995, 2003) influential speech learning model (SLM) argues that adult L2
learners retain the ability to modify existing phonetic categories and develop new ones
for L2 sounds if they are provided with favorable input conditions (Flege, 2009; Moyer,
2009). Phonetic categories have a perceptual basis (Escudero, 2009; Flege, 1995) and
reflect the distributional regularities present in the input that learners acquire (Kuhl et al.,
2008). Within this perception-based account of L2 speech learning, learners’ accuracy in
L2 speech production reflects the nature of the developing L2 phonetic representations
stored in long-term memory, which are malleable and permeable and sensitive to lin-
guistic experience and amount and quality of L2 input exposure. However, previous L1
experience interferes with the formation of L2 sound categories in systematic, pre-
dictable ways. For example, research has shown that when a pair of L2 sounds is
unequivocally mapped onto a single L1 sound category and both are perceived to be
equally similar or dissimilar to it, it is extremely difficult for learners to acquire the
contrasting L2 sound categories (e.g., English /r/-/l/ for Japanese learners of English).
Thus, perceptual cross-language mappings are useful in predicting acquisition difficulty
for L2 sound contrasts (Best & Tyler, 2007). Overcoming L1 interference requires
extensive exposure to L2 input (Flege, Frieda, Walley, & Randazza, 1998) and/or
intensive phonetic training (Iverson et al., 2012; Thomson, 2012), both of which
facilitate L2 phonological acquisition and efficient phonological processing in the
recognition and production of L2 words (Bradlow, 2008). A major constraint in L2
speech learning is learners’ inability to perceptually identify phonetic and phonological
cross-language differences (Flege, 1987). This ability can be enhanced through increased
L2 experience (Best & Strange, 1992; Cebrian, 2006) or, in phonetic training, through
various input manipulation techniques that effectively direct learners’ attention to the
critical acoustic features in the acquisition of a given L2 sound contrast or pattern (e.g.,
Iverson, Hazan, & Bannister, 2005; Jamieson & Morosan, 1986; Ylinen et al., 2010). It
can also be enhanced by explicitly instructing trainees to attend to specific aspects of the
speech input (Pederson &Guion-Anderson, 2010) or by manipulating the structure of the
training procedure, for example alternating periods of practice with periods of exposure
without practice (Wright, Baese-Berk, Marrone, & Bradlow, 2015).

The general principle underlying the effectiveness of such methods is that the relevant
properties of the speech input need to be attended to and noticed for learning to take place
because, at some level of processing (e.g., acoustic, phonological), awareness of the key
feature will have taken place. Despite the difficulty in developing learners’ phonological
awareness in the L2 as opposed to other domains of L2 knowledge, such as grammar and
lexis (Kivistö-de Souza, 2015), directing learners’ attention to phonetic form through
various task design features can prove effective in developing learners’ L2 speech
perception and production. Instructed SLA research has shown that noticing and
attention are essential to learning (Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 2001) and can be enhanced
through various instructional techniques, such as processing instruction (VanPatten,
2002), input enhancement (Sharwood Smith, 1993), or FonF (Doughty & Williams,
1998; Long, 1991). However, the role of directing learners’ attention to specific phonetic
features of the input in L2 speech learning is under-researched beyond the domain of
phonetic training. Except for the five empirical studies in the present special issue, no
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research to date has systematically investigated the potential of manipulating task
features in enhancing attention to phonetic form, promoting noticing and awareness of
phonological cross-language differences. An important methodological consideration is
how attention to phonetic form can be best integrated into a communicative approach to
language teaching based on meaning-based interaction, and whether a focus on meaning
(FonM) might be detrimental to noticing phonetic properties in the input that are essential
to L2 pronunciation development at certain proficiency levels.

ATTENTION TO FORM AND ATTENTION TO MEANING IN L2
PRONUNCIATION TEACHING

Studies investigating the differential effects of FonF and FonM on L2 pronunciation
gains during interactive communication indicate that there needs to be a focus on
phonetic form for improvement in pronunciation to take place but that FonM is not
necessarily detrimental to learners noticing and processing phonological properties in the
L2 speech input. For example, Guion and Pederson (2007) showed that phonetic learning
occurred when learners were instructed to attend to the phonetic properties of the speech
stimuli in the training but not when instructed to attend to their meaning. Park (2000)
showed that both a forms-focused and a forms- and meaning-focused (but not a solely
meaning-focused) instructional treatment proved to be effective in improving L2 lexical
stress assignment. Thus, it appears that, in the absence of a focus on phonetic form,
development of L2 pronunciation is unlikely to take place in meaning-oriented com-
munication, even in the presence of corrective feedback on linguistic accuracy involving
pronunciation recasts (Saito & Akiyama, 2016). Saito and Akiyama (2016) found a
significant impact of interactive feedback on comprehensibility, fluency, vocabulary, and
grammar, but not on accentedness and pronunciation. Similarly, in an auditory priming
experiment with learners differing in L2 pronunciation accuracy, Trofimovich and
Gatbonton (2006) found FonM to be detrimental to the priming of L2 words for low-
accuracy learners but not for high-accuracy learners, who obtained priming effects in
both the FonF and FonM conditions. These studies suggest the need for integrating a
focus on phonetic form in interactional task designs to generate pronunciation-focused
feedback that would direct learners’ attention to specific phonological features and at the
same time elicit their use in meaningful interaction.

Therefore, within a TBLT approach to L2 pronunciation development, research needs
to address several key issues in pronunciation-focused tasks, such as how a real-world
communicative task can be designed to enhance pronunciation learning, how task
complexity can be manipulated, and whether the already established categories for
manipulating it (e.g., resource-directing variables such as the 1/- few elements or 1/-
here and now; Robinson & Gilabert, 2007) are applicable to pronunciation. What kind of
input should be used to better enhance a focus on phonetic form, explicit or implicit,
instructed or uninstructed, is also important. Some of which have been investigated for
the first time in the empirical studies included in the present issue. These studies are the
first to investigate the effectiveness of tasks in drawing learners’ attention to phonetic
form during communicative task performance and assess improvement in L2 pronun-
ciation accuracy. In doing so, they fill a gap in the TBLT research literature, which has
not examined the effect of task features on the phonological dimension of L2 oral
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production, and significantly contribute to L2 speech learning research. The role of tasks
in developing L2 pronunciation is explored from the perspective of crucial task features,
such as the enhancement of attention to phonetic form, task repetition, L1 pairing in
collaborative interactive tasks, the role of task complexity in L2 phonetic production, and
the role of task modality in L2 pronunciation. In what follows, we highlight the sig-
nificance of the findings of the empirical studies in this issue for these areas.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS OF THE EMPIRICAL STUDIES IN THIS SPECIAL ISSUE

The studies by Solon, Long, and Gurzynski-Weiss (2017); Parlak and Ziegler (2017);
and McKinnon (2017) exemplify research on the role of tasks in drawing learners’
attention to phonetic form to facilitate improvement in L2 pronunciation accuracy. Solon
et al. analyzed whether a more cognitively complex task could elicit more language-
related episodes (LREs) focusing on the pronunciation of L2 Spanish vowels and
whether this had consequences for vowel production accuracy. During the completion of
a more complex task, participants produced a higher number of LREs. However, when
controlling for the time learners spent on task completion, the rate of LREs was higher
(albeit not significantly) in the case of cognitively simpler than cognitively more complex
tasks. Vowel production accuracy generally became slightly more targetlike in cogni-
tively complex than cognitively simple tasks, attesting the potential of pronunciation-
focused LREs for pronunciation development. Parlak and Ziegler analyzed the role of
mode and of recasts in the correct placement of stress on three- and four-syllable words in
L2 English. Although no significant results were obtained in terms of pitch, intensity, and
duration, overall acoustic analyses showed a beneficial effect of recasts on learners’
ability to notice the correct position of stress on target words. Moreover, when comparing
the face-to-face (FTF) recast and synchronous computer-mediated communication
(SCMC) groups, the exit questionnaire suggested that only FTF participants noticed and
were more likely to take advantage of the feedback provided. Finally, McKinnon
analyzed the effects of form-focused instruction on the grammatical and prosodic
distinction of declarative and imperative utterances by L1 English learners of Spanish.
The findings revealed significant improvement at posttest for learners who had received
explicit instruction on both grammar and prosody but not for those who had received
instruction only on grammar. These three studies suggest that explicit focus on a variety
of L2 pronunciation features (e.g., vowel production accuracy, word stress, sentence
prosody) through TBLT techniques (e.g., recasts, task complexity, explicit instruction)
have the potential to result in improved L2 pronunciation accuracy. These findings are in
line with previous L2 pronunciation findings outside of the TBLT domain (Henriksen,
Geeslin, & Willis, 2010; Munro, 1993; Saito, 2013; Saito & Lyster, 2012a, 2012b;
Yanguas, 2010).

Another feature of task design under focus in the present issue is task repetition (Jung,
Kim, &Murphy, 2017). The role of task repetition on L2 development is grounded in the
notion that repetition diverts learners’ attention from content and allocates it on
the linguistic form (Bygate, 1996, 2001). Jung et al. explored the role of task repetition in
the development of L2 stress patterns through collaborative priming tasks. Their findings
showed that both task repetition and procedural repetition promoted learners’ accurate
production of L2 stress patterns, although task repetition was more effective than
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procedural repetition at retaining accuracy gains according to a delayed posttest. These
findings are in line with those of Kim and Tracy-Ventura (2013).

The role of the L1 as a source of interference in developing L2 pronunciation accuracy
was relevant in Loewen and Isbell’s study. They found, on average, twice as many
pronunciation LREs in L1-unmatched than in L1-matched participant dyads, suggesting
that pairing learners of different L1s may be a useful methodological and pedagogical
strategy to enhance the occurrence of pronunciation LREs and promote noticing of
relevant cross-language pronunciation differences (see Jenkins, 2000, for similar results).

One study (Solon et al., 2017) specifically examined the role of task complexity in
increasing linguistic accuracy, a topic heavily researched in the field of TBLT (Robinson,
2001, 2007), here applied to pronunciation accuracy in L2 vowels. They used simple
(few elements) and complex (many elements) maps to elicit the pronunciation of word
forms (street names) that contained target L2 vowels in an interactive map task where
learners gave and received directions. Thus, the target words were elicited in sentences
during communicative interaction, an elicitation context previous research in phonetic
training has shown to produce greater gains in production accuracy than words in
isolation (Hirata, 2004). Their findings supported Robinson’s cognition hypothesis in
that the more complex version of the task generated more accurate realizations of L2
Spanish vowels.

Finally, two studies investigated the effects of task modality on the number of
pronunciation-focused LREs and the use of recasts. In Loewen and Isbell’s study, the
FTF and SCMC conditions generated a similar number of LREs and recasts, which might
be due to the L1-matched learner pairings. In Parlak and Ziegler’s study, learners in the
FTF (but not in the SCMC) condition were more accurate at placing the stress after
receiving recasts. However, in this study, learners reported feeling less anxiety when
interacting in the SCMC than in the FTF condition and admitted perceiving the tasks in
the SCMC environment to be more useful. Consequently, SCMC may lead to higher
frequency of LREs and consequently more opportunities for learners to focus on
pronunciation.

Taken together, the present studies provide excellent examples of the application of
widely accepted and extensively researched TBLT techniques, such as task repetition,
task complexity, and task modality, to drawing learners’ attention to phonetic form and to
assessing the potential of tasks for developing L2 pronunciation. This research
underscores the importance of investigating the potential of tasks within a TBLT
approach to generate form-focused episodes targeting phonological elements and
dimensions during meaning-based interaction. After all, L2 pronunciation cannot be
dissociated from other dimensions of L2 speech production with which it needs to be
acquired and developed. The findings of the studies in this special issue show that TBLT
hypotheses and findings previously applied to grammar and lexis can be effectively
extended to the acquisition of L2 pronunciation. Tasks may be designed to include
features that can draw learners’ attention to pronunciation targets or that will raise their
awareness of pronunciation issues by making such targets task-essential or by enhancing
the occurrence of pronunciation-focused LREs in peer interaction during task per-
formance. Indeed, drawing learners’ attention to phonetic form during meaningful task
performance, for example using recasts (e.g., Saito & Lyster, 2012b), can have a positive
impact on L2 pronunciation. Raising learners’ awareness of L2 pronunciation features
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may also have a similar positive impact, as higher levels of phonological awareness have
been linked to greater levels of achievement in L2 pronunciation (Kennedy & Trofi-
movich, 2010; Kennedy, Blanchet, & Trofimovich, 2014; Kivistö-de Souza, 2015; Piske,
2008; Venkatagiri & Levis, 2007; Wrembel, 2015).

From a research perspective, exploiting the potential of task design and the
manipulation of task features for L2 pronunciation development presents several
challenges that are specific to the nature of L2 phonological acquisition. In the following
section, we present a research-based perspective on key issues within a TBLT approach
to L2 pronunciation development with the aim of identifying crucial research questions
in TBPT and promoting future research in the area.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS IN TBPT: RESEARCHING THE POTENTIAL OF TBLT IN L2
PRONUNCIATION DEVELOPMENT

Several areas of TBLT research are in urgent need of empirical studies with a focus on L2
pronunciation. A fundamental aim of this research should be to identify the features of
task design already extensively researched in TBLT that may generate a greater impact
on L2 pronunciation (task factors): task complexity, task sequencing, task types, task
modality, and task repetition. This research agenda should also consider important
learner factors already investigated for grammar and lexical development in TBLT that
are likely to impact the effectiveness of tasks in promoting L2 speech learning, such as
L2 proficiency, L1 background, affective variables, and cognitive control.

TASK FACTORS

Task complexity has been widely researched in TBLT. Research on the effects of task
complexity on L2 pronunciation should aim at extending hypothesis-testing already
carried out in the area of grammar and lexis to the area of pronunciation (see Solon et al.’s
study). In particular, Robinson’s cognition hypothesis (Robinson, 2001, 2007) or
Skehan’s (1996, 1998a) trade-off hypothesis could be tested for pronunciation accuracy
and fluency. This will in turn require operationalizing gains in pronunciation accuracy
and fluency from a phonological acquisition perspective. Such phonology-specific
definitions of pronunciation accuracy and fluency will differ from the way these
dimensions of oral production have been operationalized for grammar and lexical
development, as they will need to include phonetic measures of accuracy based on the
contrastive effectiveness of phonetic distance between L2 sounds or phonetic fluency
measures based on articulatory-based processes of segmental linking and resyllabifi-
cation (e.g., Hieke, 1984; Schwartz, 2016). For example, assessing the effect of form-
focused instruction on accuracy in the perception and production of segmental contrasts
entails measuring its effects on the contrastive accuracy with which a contrast is
perceived or produced. In perception, sensitivity to L2-specific phonetic features dis-
tinguishing contrasting L2 sounds is often trained (e.g., Carlet & Cebrian, 2015; Logan,
Lively, & Pisoni, 1991; Strange & Dittmann, 1984) and measured through identification
and discrimination tasks. In identification tasks learners are asked to label L2 sounds in
terms of L1 sound categories (often also providing a rating of how well the L2 sound fits
the L1 category). In discrimination tasks learners may be asked to determine whether a
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pair of L2 sounds are the same or different (AX), whether the last sound in a triad is the
same as one of two previously presented sounds (ABX), or to identify the odd sound out
in a triad (oddity), among others (see Flege, 2003, for an overview) presenting high-
variability stimuli. In production, accuracy in the use of contrasting features for dis-
tinguishing L2 sound contrasts (e.g., vowels) have been assessed through various
spectral or duration distance measures such as Euclidean distance scores (e.g., Flege,
Bohn, & Jang, 1997) or Pillai scores (e.g., Amengual & Chamorro, 2015). An important
goal and challenge in the development of pronunciation-focused task-based design is to
adapt the design features and assessment methods of perception and production training,
such as the use of high-variability stimuli and phonetic cue manipulations in perceptual
training (Iverson et al., 2005) or visual feedback in production training (e.g., Kartushina,
Hervais-Adelman, Frauenfelder, & Golestani, 2015), for their use in interactive com-
municative tasks that focus on phonetic form. In addition, given the prevalent role
assigned to cross-language perception of L1-L2 sound differences in predicting
developmental difficulties in phonetic learning (Best & Tyler, 2007; Flege, 1995), task
design features could exploit cross-language differences at the phonetic level as a means
of raising learners’ phonological awareness of crucial differences between the L1 and L2
phonetic and phonological systems.

TBLT studies (de Jong, Steinel, Florijn, Schoonen, & Hulstijn, 2012; Gilabert, 2007a,
2007b; Kuiken & Vedder, 2007; Michel, Kuiken, & Vedder, 2007) have analyzed
fluency, lexical and structural complexity, and accuracy as grammatical and lexical
dimensions of L2 production. No study to date in this area has measured L2 pronun-
ciation or established awareness and control of pronunciation during task performance,
or determined whether it is affected by the degree of cognitive complexity of the task.
Here, two different research perspectives may be undertaken. One would aim at
establishing whether the cognition hypothesis holds for L2 pronunciation—that is,
whether a cognitively more complex task results in phonetically more accurate speech
production, or more accurate production of phonologically more complex sounds or
sound sequences, as it has been shown to be the case for linguistic complexity and
grammatical accuracy (e.g., Robinson, 2007; Robinson & Gilabert, 2007). Another
perspective would aim at examining whether Skehan’s (1998a, 2009) trade-off
hypothesis could be applied to L2 pronunciation. That is, does an increase in pro-
nunciation accuracy resulting from a cognitively more complex task induce a decrease in
pronunciation fluency? Also, would L2 pronunciation accuracy and fluency be com-
peting with lexical and grammatical accuracy, complexity, and fluency? To what extent
would a focus on phonetic form affect such trade-offs between dimensions of oral
production?

At the level of L2 development, the use of different principles of task sequencing, such
as Robinson’s (2010) SSARC model might also be investigated in the context of task
effects on L2 pronunciation development. Task sequencing is still an under-researched
area in TBLT (see Baralt et al., 2014), but insights about the use of sequencing tech-
niques in TBPT will represent an important step forward for TBLT researchers and
foreign language teachers concerned with the integration of pronunciation instruction
within regular meaning-oriented teaching practices. In this respect, it may be important to
consider how the benefits of sequencing tasks in terms of cognitive complexity may be
enhanced by integrating the sequencing of phonetic complexity in task design (e.g.,
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segmental production in simple vs. complex syllable structure, in the silence vs. in noise,
in short vs. long words, or in single vs. multiple talker contexts), as cognitive and
linguistic complexity may interact in complex ways in task sequencing.

Task types have been shown to play a role in L2 production (Gao, 2014; Gilabert,
Barón, & Llanes, 2009; Skehan & Foster, 1997). For example, a map task does not
produce the same amount of complex syntactic structures as a narrative task. Certain
interactive task types requiring an emphasis on intelligibility or comprehensibility (e.g.,
Saito & Akiyama, 2016) may be more effective at generating pronunciation-related
episodes than others or at raising awareness of cross-language phonetic differences.
However, interactional tasks can be used as reliable testing instruments in discriminating
between learners’ various performance levels. For example, van Batenburg, Oostdam,
van Gelderen, and de Jong (2016) measured linguistic accuracy and interactional ability
through six dialogic scripted speech tasks and found positive strong correlations between
all six tasks while differentiating effectively between L2 learners.

Task modality has recently gained a great deal of attention in TBLT, especially
through studies that contrast FTF and SCMC modalities in their potential for generating
attention to linguistic form (Baralt, 2010; González-Lloret & Ortega, 2014; Loewen &
Erlam, 2006), including the studies by Loewen and Isbell and Parlak and Zieger in the
present issue that examine task modality effects on L2 pronunciation. Research on task
modality effects on L2 pronunciation is of particular interest for L2 pronunciation
instruction in a TBLT context for at least two reasons. First, speaking in a foreign
language in front of fellow classmates is intimidating (Aida, 1994; Horwitz, Horwitz, &
Cope, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989), and this is especially so when the FonF targets
features of L2 pronunciation. A computer-mediated environment is less stressful and
motivating and, consequently, potentially more effective at eliciting pronunciation-
focused LREs (see Parlak & Ziegler, this issue). Second, SCMC provides students with
the possibility of performing interactive communicative tasks with L2 learners of many
different L1 backgrounds or native speakers of the target language, which is essential for
fostering awareness of pronunciation problems and L1-L2 phonological differences
essential to promote the acquisition of L2 phonology.

Finally, although task repetition has been widely researched in TBLT (Bygate, 2000;
Gass, Mackey, Alvarez-Torres, & Fernández-Garcı́a, 1999; Kim & Tracy-Ventura,
2013) the focus has been on the development of L2 lexical and grammatical forms.
No studies to date (except Jung et al., this issue) have investigated the role of task
repetition in the development of L2 pronunciation. Task repetition is a very useful task
design feature in providing learners with the repetitive practice of L2 input that is
necessary for developing learners’ efficiency in the processing of L2 speech, which in
turn facilitates the development of L2 pronunciation (Trofimovich & Gatbonton, 2006).

LEARNER FACTORS

The role of learner factors in TBPT research is especially important, as they may explain
a substantial amount of the large variation in pronunciation accuracy usually reported in
L2 speech learning studies. Interlearner variation in pronunciation is larger than in other
domains of L2 competence at all levels of proficiency (Moyer, 1999, 2014), and learners
vary greatly in how much they can benefit from pronunciation instruction and phonetic
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training (Lengeris & Hazan, 2010). First language background, L2 proficiency, affective
variables, and cognitive ability are among the learner factors that may play an important
role in TBPT research.

The learners’ L1 background is a key variable in L2 pronunciation development within
TBLT. One reason for this is that, as shown by L2 speech research and phonetic training
studies, the mechanisms underlying the human capacity for learning new L2 sounds and
sound patterns remains accessible in adult L2 acquisition (see Bohn & Munro, 2007 for
an overview). Such mechanisms rely heavily on perceptual sound assimilation and
dissimilation processes affecting the nature of the cross-language interactions between a
well-established native phonological system and the L2 phonological system (e.g.,
Flege, Schirru, &MacKay, 2003). Learners’ L2 phonology is constrained by their ability
to perceive L1-L2 differences in sound structure, and L2 pronunciation targets need to be
identified with reference to the learners’ L1. Another crucial reason is that L1 back-
ground is a main factor in determining degree of perceived accentedness, compre-
hensibility, and intelligibility (e.g., Derwing & Munro, 1997, 2005). In addition, L2
pronunciation may be said to be different from other domains of language in that its
development relies heavily on speech motor control and auditory-perceptual mecha-
nisms and processes that are extremely efficient and automatized in L1 speech pro-
duction and perception (Moyer, 2014; Scovel, 1988) and that need to readjust and
develop to similar efficiency rates in the L2. This requires, for example, learning to
execute and automatize new articulatory targets in the production of L2 sounds that may
be new or only partly different from existing L1 sounds, or learning to attend to and use
L2 acoustic cues that are linguistically irrelevant in the L1, or learning to weigh L1
acoustic cues differently or for a different purpose in the perception of phonological
contrasts. In the design of pronunciation-focused interactive communicative tasks,
therefore, it becomes essential to assess the role of the learners’ L1 when dealing with
groups of L2 learners that are not homogeneous with respect to L1 background and
engage in meaningful interaction. Exploiting the potential of L1-based intelligibility
issues arising during interactive task performance to generate pronunciation-focused
LREs may prove an excellent resource in developing L2 phonological awareness.

Another key learner factor in L2 production and development in different linguistic
domains is L2 proficiency (Kuiken & Vedder, 2007; Malicka & Levkina, 2012). Clearly,
from a language processability theory perspective (Pienemann, 1998), TBPT research
should consider learners’ developmental stages in the acquisition of L2 phonology.
Evidence of this comes from studies conducted within communicative approaches to L2
pronunciation instruction where L2 proficiency has been shown to limit the effectiveness
of form-focused instruction. This is because learners’ proficiency levels might have been
too low for them to benefit from a given instructional treatment, such as corrective
feedback (Saito & Akiyama, 2016) or repetition (Trofimovich & Gatbonton, 2006).
Lower-level learners may need opportunities for developing their L2 phonology through
repetition and awareness development without being under pressure for producing
modified output.

Affective variables such as motivation and anxiety (Dörnyei, 1994, 1998, 2001),
widely researched in SLA, particularly in TBLT, cannot be ignored when dealing with
L2 pronunciation. Affective variables may play an important role in L2 pronunciation
development (Saito, Dewaele, & Hanzawa, in press), especially in communicative
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approaches to form-focused instruction where attention to pronunciation targets is
generated through interactive tasks. Higher levels of pronunciation anxiety (self-
perceived lack of pronunciation ability) appear to be related to lower degrees of
willingness to communicate in language classrooms (Baran-Łucarz, 2014). Commu-
nicative interactive tasks can provide a form of sheltered instruction where learners with
self-perceived poorer pronunciation skills may therefore feel more at ease in the use of
the L2 than in other activity types.

Finally, individual differences in cognitive ability, such as working memory, attention,
and inhibition, have been investigated in task-based studies (Kormos & Sáfár, 2008;
Levkina, 2014; Sagarra, 2007) as well as in the acquisition of L2 phonology (Darcy,
Mora, & Daidone, 2016; Darcy, Park, & Yang, 2015; Lev-Ari & Peperkamp, 2013,
2014; Scharenborg, Weber, & Janse, 2015; Trude & Tokowicz, 2011). This research has
revealed the role of individual differences in explaining interlearner variation in L2
performance and acquisition. Investigating individual differences in working memory,
attention control, and inhibitory capacity may be crucial for interpreting the findings of
TBPT research, which explores the effectiveness of task manipulations in promoting
attention to phonetic form. Both the amount of attention learners devote to the pho-
nological form of utterances during meaningful interaction and their ability to benefit
from pronunciation-focused tasks may depend on such individual cognitive differences.
Although no studies to date have examined individual differences in cognitive ability in
the context of TBPT, research investigating the interaction between learner factors and
training paradigm (Perrachione, Lee, Ha, & Wong, 2011) suggests that learning out-
comes in the domain of L2 pronunciation are likely to be strongly affected by how learner
factors involving their perceptual and productive phonological skills interact with task
design features and perhaps even the individual differences of those interacting with
learners as well (Gurzynski-Weiss & Plonsky, in press).

CONCLUSIONS

TBPT is still lacking systematic research about the role of tasks in effectively directing
learners’ attention to phonetic form as a means of facilitating L2 pronunciation
development in meaning-oriented instructed SLA. At present, we do not know to what
extent the manipulation of certain task features may be effective in modifying learners’
output toward more accurate pronunciation. The empirical studies in the present issue
offer solid evidence of the potential of tasks for improving L2 pronunciation, both in
terms of the methods employed and of the outcomes obtained. However, as emphasized
here and in the studies in this special issue, much empirical research is needed in this area.

In this article, we hope to have highlighted several fundamental issues in the definition
and identification of task features as applied to L2 pronunciation instruction in the hope
of motivating further empirical research. The empirical studies in this special issue
represent a first important contribution to the field of TBPT, as overall they show the
potential of task design and manipulation to induce a focus on phonetic form during
meaningful communicative interaction. Task design can be effectively used to make
pronunciation elements key to task completion and to enhance attention to them,
generating pronunciation-focused LREs, all of which promotes awareness of pronun-
ciation problems, a necessary first step toward pronunciation development. However,
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several important issues about the effectiveness of task design for L2 pronunciation
development remain unexplored and in need of empirical investigation. For example, an
important methodological issue in task design in TBPT is how to reconcile the need to
make pronunciation elements task-essential during communicative interaction and at the
same time provide learners with fair amount of input and output practice. Large amounts
of input and output practice provided through high-variability phonetic training pro-
tocols have proved very successful in effecting positive changes in L2 perception and
production. Whether pronunciation-focused tasks, providing a more limited amount of
input, will be equally or comparably effective in enhancing pronunciation development
remains an empirical question. Another important aspect of pronunciation-focused task
design in the context of communicative peer interaction is the nature of the phonetic input
learners obtain from peers, which is very likely to be strongly accented, especially at
lower levels of proficiency. Task design features would therefore need to include some
mechanism that allows learners to get exposure to authentic speech input during task
performance. This remains a challenge in task design, but it is certainly possible. For
example, a collaborative map task such as that used in Solon, Long, and Gurzynski-
Weiss (2017) study could incorporate a feature allowing learners to hear the name of the
streets as pronounced by nativelike speakers as the move over them with the cursor.

Another fundamental issue concerns the effectiveness of task design and task
manipulations in directing learners’ attention to phonetic form during meaning-focused
interaction and in making the learners notice and process the target phonological feature
to promote learners’ use of the target sound or sound structure. This may prove par-
ticularly demanding when directing attention to form is intended to develop learners’
awareness of the cross-language differences between the L1 and the L2 phonologies at
the segmental or suprasegmental levels, as meaningful interaction between L2 learners is
limited in the amount of cross-language differences it can uncover and bring to the
learners’ attention, especially at lower proficiency levels. However, in L1-mixed
classroom learning contexts, awareness of phonetic form differences can be
enhanced by pairing learners of different L1s in interactive tasks, or, given what today’s
technology can offer, the use of video-based interactive tasks may prove an excellent tool
in enhancing awareness of pronunciation errors by engaging L2 learners and L2 speakers
in interaction (e.g., Saito & Akiyama, 2016). Research in this area is particularly
important to help us understand how to best promote and ensure learners benefit from
tasks in L2 speech learning.

We would like to conclude this article with a call for research on the role of tasks on L2
pronunciation development addressed to both TBLT and L2 speech researchers (i.e.,
TBPT), a promising research avenue that will hopefully contribute to creating more
effective methods for language teaching and learning.
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